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SUMMARY OF THE CASE 
Facts of this Industrial Accident are clearly documented and 
leave no reasonable doubt to the cause of stress, strain and over 
exertion to the mental tolerance of Appellant at a meeting held on 
March 12, 1987, at 1:30 p.m. while under harassment by management 
at place of employment. (See A&C under Issues.) 
In the month of September 1985, Dr. Feyereyisn a doctor of 
Internal medicine mad an entry of neck strain and both the lower 
court and the respondents have dwelt on this as a pre-existing 
condition. Dr. Feyereyisn was only seen once by Appellant and this 
doctor had no X-rays or concurrence of specialists. 
Appellant wanted a complete physical examination and went to 
Dr. Blanch, doctor of Internal medicine and received X-rays as part 
of this physical examination which clearly gave me an excellent 
bill of health. Appellant was searching for local doctor in Ogden 
after Appellant moved from Salt Lake. Dr. Blanch sent Appellant 
for examination by Dr. Van Hook a neurosurgeon and X-rays were 
taken which showed normal as Dr. Van Hook concurred. (Referenced 
below.) 
In the month of March 1987, fourteen months later after 
September 1985 visit to Dr. Feyereyisn, there was a evaluation 
meeting held with Appellant on March 12, 1987, at a 1:30 p.m., in 
management's office. Although Appellant had no time off work prior 
to March 12, 1987, there was not one hour of work performed after 
leaving meeting in excruciating head pain. (Addendum 1 of 
Appellant Brief) 
-1-
After suffering with this excruciating pain from March 12, 
1987, through November 1988, the record is clear to a non-
functional condition of Appellant. Several falls in 
unconsciousness, and still required to call defendant's daily with 
a report of why not able to return to work. (Addendum 17 Appellant 
Brief) 
On March 13, 16, and 23, 1987, Appellant attempted to return 
to work only to call family to pick Appellant up from work in 
excruciating top of head pain. 
There was now an asserted effort on the part of the Ogden 
Clinic to find the reason for this excruciating pain. More X-rays 
were taken on March 30, 1987 after Industrial accident of March 12, 
1987. 
There is now a summation made by all these specialists called 
in by Dr. Blanch the case doctor which clears the accusation of 
pre-existing condition. Doctors: 
Dr. Sonne a Radiologist doctor. 
Dr. Van Hook a Neurosurgeon doctor. 
The neurosurgeon through lay-off on April 30, 1987 of 
Appellant was Dr. Van Hook. His report to Dr. Blanch: 
Addendum 16 of Appellant Brief. 
Neurosurgeon report April 3, 1987. 
"Neurological entirely normal. No nystagmus. No nuchal 
grading. No real spinal spasm." 
Neurosurgeon report May 7, 1987. 
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"As stated in my note 4/3/87, I went over the X-rays with 
Dr. Sonne and he concurred there was no real change in the X-
rays of a year ago." 
Neurosurgeon report May 30, 1987. 
"Neurologically I find no evidence of disturbance and 
nothing specific to advice. ENT evaluation—An MRI would a 
good answer but I have no findings to justify such a study." 
(See under Issues part A and C.) 
Final summation in SSI Disability Award: 
Addendum 1 of Appellant Brief. 
Page 3 line 5 
"Dr. Blanch was of the opinion that the claimant's continued 
complaints of occipital headaches with radiation into the upper 
shoulders was secondary to an excessive amount of stress related 
to his work. This opinion has been expressed by other examiners 
including a neurosurgeon and psychiatrist." 
I can see no justification for the High Court of Appeals to 
prevent stress, strain and over exertions of the mental tolerance 
of any employee to not be recognized as an Industrial Accident in 
the State of Utah. 
Because of the detailed medical history there is not even a 
reasonable doubt of any other cause. The Doctors were all changed 
after lay-off as the Insurance Carrier changed from John Hancock 
to Provident. Dr. Heiden another Neurosurgeon was seen as 
Dr. Van Hook was retiring and Appellant wanted a new neurosurgeon. 
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All these new records are a part of the SSI Disability award 
dated July 1988, 14 months after the Industrial accident of 
March 12, 1987. Events after the Industrial accident were caused 
by the original disability in causing appellant dizziness and 
fainting unconscious episodes. (Addendum 16 Van Hook 4-3-87 
Report, Appellant Brief under Issues A and C.) 
ISSUES AND DETAIL OF THE CASE 
A. Appellant brief is documented with addendum's that demonstrate 
integrity in presenting honest true facts. Redundant to 
repeat this clear and concise document, and the truth 
contained therein. Addendum 1 of Appellant brief: (Complete 
document with Court.) 
Example: 
1. Social Security disability award: 
a. Shows SSI disability awarded July 26, 1988. 
b. Shows psychiatric review show Schizophrenic, 
Paranoid, and other Psychotic Disorders to be 
absent. (Sixteen months after Industrial accident 
on March 12, 1987.) 
1) Effective disorders to be present. Note: 
Effect/Affect of stress breakdown 16 months 
after the accident of March 12, 1987. 
c. Shows that even after all events both before the 
Industrial accident of March 12, 1987, and after 
this on the job disabling accident that even with 
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all disturbance of spine and resultant condition of 
Appellant and all he had gone through that the 
disabling factor was stress on the job. 
Appellant brief Addendum 1, page 3. 
"Dr. Blanch was of the opinion that the 
claimant's continued complaints of occipital 
headaches with radiation into the upper 
shoulders was secondary to an excessive amount 
of stress related to his work. This opinion 
has been expressed by other examiners including 
a neurosurgeon and psychiatrist." 
B. Defendants/respondents brief and testimony does not contain 
documented proof and they have perjured themselves including 
their integrity of any believabi1ity to any thing they have 
said at hearing or in their respondent brief. (examples 
documented) 
1. Shaughnessy statement is his respondent brief: Reference 
page 26 paragraph 2. "I reviewed in detail the submitted 
addendum numbered 1-25. All of the addenda are already 
in the record on appeal dealing with any aspect of the 
compensation claim. Some of these are in the file but 
none have any aspect of the compensation claim." 
a. Shaughnessy statements in conflict with exhibits he 
referred to as reviewing in detail above. 
1) Shaughnessy statement: 
a) Respondent brief page 3, last paragraph. 
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". . . a worker who suffered from pre-
existing headaches, for recurring 
headaches induced by an accident arising 
out of his employment." 
b) Respondent brief page 5, line 2. ". . . 
which headache and pre-existing conditions 
resulted in permanent and total disability 
to Mr. Mayhew. Mr. Mayhew has a history 
of headaches and other emotional problems 
dating back more than 18 months prior to 
the incident of March 12, 1987." 
c) Respondent brief page 17, ten lines from 
bottom of page. "Given Mr. Mayhew's pre-
existing condition and the fact that he 
had been treated for this self same 
condition over a period of several months 
would lead to the result which occurred 
on March 12, 1987, regardless of any other 
circumstances." 
d) Respondent brief page 18, ten lines from 
bottom of page. "Since the claimant had 
previous back problems to meet the legal 
causation requirement he must show that 
(his exertion) exceeded the exertion that 
the average person typically undertakes 
in non-employment life." 
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e) Respondents brief page 18, last paragraph. 
"Appellant failed in this regard by 
limiting himself to the incident of March 
12, 1987. 
RECORD SHOWS: 
a) Appellant brief and exhibits show five (5) 
headaches in 6 years before accident. 
Does Mr. Shaughnessy have a better medical 
history than this? Exhibit of medical 
records for reference addendum 10, 12, of 
appellant brief, appellant brief page 16. 
What pre-existing condition? Where? What 
emotional problems? When? Before or 
after accident? What previous back 
problem? Records do not exist to support 
Mr. S h a u g h n e s s y ' s flagrant 
misrepresentation of appellant condition 
prior to Accident of March 12, 1987. 
b) Addendum 1 is part of Social Security 
Disability award in possession of court. 
This document states that in March 1990 
this disability is up for review. 
Appellant asks the court of appeals to 
have Mr. Shaughnessy justify these 
flagrant accusation's with documentation. 
Appellant was never able to perform one 
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hour of gainful employment after event of 
accident on March 12, 1987. Fine before 
accident. No time off work. 
2. Shaughnessy statement. 
a) Respondent brief page 7, line 5. ". . . 
rehired in 1981 and was never terminated 
by Respondent (R40). 
RECORD SHOWS: 
a) Exhibit appellant brief addendum 23. Lay-
off occurred on April 30, 1987. 
b) Lay-off list of employer for April 30, 
1986, and April 30, 1987 refused to be 
released by employer/defendants. 
3. Shaughnessy statement. 
Respondent brief page 8, paragraph 2. "Mr. 
Mayhew had an accident involving a head injury 
in September 1985 (R109, 239) resulting in 
treatment for headaches.'1 
RECORD SHOWS: 
Medical records show that there was no 
treatment before date of accident. Treatment 
was only received after date of accident on 
March 12, 1987. X-rays taken was part of a 
physical examination proving there was no 
problem and no neck damage of any significance. 
Addendum 10, 12 Appellant brief. Page 16 
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Appellant brief. Mr. Shaughnessy must show 
treatment and diagnosis to support his premise 
of implied previous condition—medical records 
dated before accident of March 12, 1987. 
4. Shaughnessy statement and here he admits to 
dates are all after accident of March 12, 1987. 
Respondent brief page 8 and 8 lines up from 
bottom page. "Mr. Mayhew has been diagnosed 
as having cervical neck disease in April 1988 
(R246), degenerative joint disease of cervical 
spine in April 1987 (R247), occipital 
headaches, severe headaches April 3, 1987 
(R252). July, 1988, chronic cervical pain 
secondary to degenerative joint disease which 
is mi Id (R266). 
RECORD SHOWS 
Accident occurred MARCH 12, 1987!!! 
Mr. Shaughnessy cannot use medical records 
after the accident to contradict the clean bill 
of health given on January 16, 1986, to allege 
continuance. Medical records speak for 
themselves if Mr. Shaughnessy would have 
someone help him understand them. Accident 
happened March 12, 1987, with the results being 
as Mr. Shaughnessy describes, but must be noted 
that this is after comparing X-rays of January 
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16, 1986 which were okay and no concern, but 
when new X-rays were taken it was noted there 
was disturbance on March 30, 1987, but still 
insignificant. NOTE: RESULT OF ACCIDENT, NO 
PRE-EXISTING CONDITION. (Three falls 
unconsciousness and thrashing in excruciating 
head pain after March 12, 1987.) Addendum 15, 
16, 17. (See Summary of this Brief.) 
5. Shaughnessy statement 
Respondent brief page 9 line 7. "Scattered 
through the testimony was perceived instances 
of employer harassment and/or discrimination." 
STATEMENT AGAIN: 
Respondent brief page 21, line 2. "The only 
basis for a claim by Appellant was a meeting 
called to discuss routine personnel matters 
that purportedly caused a headache to the 
Appellant. It is respectfully submitted that 
the headache had no relationship to the 
meeting." 
RECORD SHOWS: 
HARASSMENT DOCUMENTED IN APPELLANT BRIEF 
Addendum 2 of Appellant brief showing 
harassment, and discrimination. 
—least amount of overtime 
—demoted and transferred 
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—received lowest evaluation of other six 
employees. 
—wage reduction result of demotion 
Addendum 3 of appellant brief showing 
harassment and discrimination* 
—Expected to do the work of a professional 
engineer. 
Addendum 4 of appellant brief showing 
harassment and discrimination. 
— Expected to do the work of a professional 
computer programmer and statistician. 
Addendum 6 of appellant brief showing 
harassment and discrimination. 
—computer training required to perform job 
ignored/refused to appellant. 
Addendum 7 of appellant brief showing 
harassment and discrimination. 
—Formal memo ignored asking for help 
i gnored/refused. 
Addendum 8 of appellant brief showing 
harassment and discrimination. 
—reminder of help refused/ignored. 
Addendum 9 of appellant brief showing 
harassment and discrimination. 
— In light of the above information, applicant 
showed the court and Mr. Shaughnessy that 
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company procedures directed demotion and 
layoff to be done to the employee with the 
lowest evaluation rating. 
Addendum 11 of appellant brief showing 
harassment and discrimination. 
—sheet 2 of 5 shows that in spite of demotion 
and forcing appellant into a job that he 
was not able to do he was still being 
evaluated as if he were a professional 
engineer or statistician. "Is not clearly 
defining objectives in PCP meeting in a 
professional manner." 
Addendum 14 
—Medical record showing effect of harassment 
of mental stress, strain and overexertion 
greater than that stress expected to be 
experienced in 20th Century exposure. 
Addendum 21 
—Medical record proving that layoff attempt 
was made on April 30, 1986. I sincerely 
hope that High Court of Appeals finds the 
respondent brief to be flagrant in light 
of his assumption of understanding these 
addendums. 
6. Shaughnessy statement 
Respondent brief page 9, second paragraph from 
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bottom page. "Both the ALJ and Respondent's 
counsel made it very clear to Mr. Mayhew and 
his then counsel that the claim was based upon 
a specific event - namely the meeting of 
March 12, 1987, and not an occupational disease 
claim based upon a theory of continued 
instances of purported stress eventually 
resulting in the meeting of March 12, 1987, and 
the supposed breakdown." 
RECORD SHOWS: 
Accident happened March 12, 1987 
Accident happened at meeting at 1:30 p.m. 
Accident happened in management office at place 
of employment. 
Appellant had no lost time sickness in this 
record in association with total 
disability, prior to accident. 
Appellant was not treated for any injury and 
only a one-time visit to Dr. Feyereyisn. 
Appellant desired an Ogden doctor as 
family was moved from Salt Lake. Dr. 
Blanch was the doctor finally giving the 
Appellant a physical examination. X-rays 
were part of this examination and looked 
at by Dr. Van Hook a neurosurgeon on 
January 16, 1986. Medical history after 
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accident has nothing to do with any 
previous history as noted in Summary. 
Appellant never worked one hour of gainful 
employment after date of accident on 
March 12, 1987. Stress, strain and over-
exertion was exceeded and a disabling 
injury occurred for which the record 
clearly shows. 
How could anv accident be documented any better 
or what is missing in .judicial requirements for 
understanding by the ALJ or respondents 
counsel. TIME, PLACE, EVENT, RESULT—and all 
on the job. WHERE DOES OCCUPATIONAL HAVE 
CREDENCE? 
7. Shaughnessy statement 
Respondent Brief page 16 eight lines down. 
"It is also fundamental in Utah that the Court 
of Appeals will not review or weigh the 
probative effect of conflicting evidence before 
the Commission." 
RECORD SHOWS: 
Absolutely no conflict of evidence, would Mr. 
Shaughnessy show where the conflict of evidence 
exists. Maybe he can not separate the record 
before and after the accident. This statement 
is flagrant. 
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8. Shaughnessy statement 
Respondent Brief page 22, four lines from top 
of page. "It must be here remembered that 
Appellant has charged Respondent only with the 
development of the headaches. A review of the 
Social Security Disability Determination 
reveals extensive psychiatric problems wholly 
unrelated to headaches that result in his being 
totally disabled. (R310) The headaches are 
not considered a part of this." 
RECORD SHOWS: 
All of this medical history is after the fact 
of accident and the continuation of disability 
as shown in my brief. Mr. Shaughnessy is 
trying to insult the intelligence of anyone 
reading the exhibits of documented history. 
He cannot use the medical records after the 
fact of accident to establish that condition 
existed before the date of accident. (Records 
do not exist of any psychiatric problem.) 
(Show me the record.) Social Security award 
was 16 months after accident. 
9. Shaughnessy statement 
Respondent brief page 23, top of page. "In 
trial proceedings and in particular in 
administrative proceedings, this counsel has 
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gone to great lengths to see the other side is 
represented. This was particularly true when 
I was an ALJ with the Industrial Commission. 
Had I been aware of this appeal being taken 
without counsel, I would have attempted to find 
someone to advise Mr. Mayhew. The purpose of 
the above statement to the Court of Appeals is 
to assure this court that Hercules, Inc. and 
myself as counsel do want anyone to believe we 
take advantage of these situations. The 
reverse is true, we expect all our employees 
to have full benefit of whatever rights they 
may have." 
RECORD SHOWS: 
This whole record is demonstrating Mr. 
Shaughnessy's true integrity and character in 
claiming to understand the addendums in 
Appellant's Brief and the flagrant 
misrepresentation of statement's like this one. 
I believe the Court should order Mr. 
Shaughnessy to be accountable to these 
statements. 
10. Shaughnessy statement 
Respondent Brief page 23, line paragraph 3. 
"As spelled out in the section dealing with the 
'Course of Proceedings - Disposition Below,' 
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Respondent has carefully enumerated the 
instances of failure to give this Respondent 
notices of steps taken before the Commission, 
copies of purported new evidence and the course 
of the appeal. Respondents counsel had in fact 
closed his file and billed Hercules of his 
services." 
RECORD SHOWS: 
The clerks of the Court of Appeals know that 
the Appellant and his brother made trip after 
trip to the Court of Appeals office, and made 
numerous telephone calls to make sure all 
documents as prepared were done according to 
procedure and were acceptable to Court 
requirements. If there is any problem with the 
paper submitted, it is witnessed as being done 
according to instruction from the High Court 
of Appeals, and the Industrial Commission. 
11. Shaughnessy statement 
Respondent brief page 24 line 8 from bottom of 
page. 
"Respondent alleges he was in pain and couldn't 
remember dates, events, etc. Respondent had 
no difficulty in remembering with some detail 
purported acts of conspiracy, etc. 
RECORD SHOWS: 
-17-
Tape transcript is sufficient, but I would 
invite Mr. Shaughnessy to check with Dr. Black 
at the McKay Dee Hospital Stewart Rehab. 
Center. I would also invite Mr. Shaughnessy 
to check with the University of Utah Pain 
Clinic for insight of what a stress breakdown 
does to the brain function. Dr. Imus, 
Psychiatrist at Ogden Clinic, could help Mr. 
Shaughnessy with the difficulty I have been 
through if he does not understand addendum 17 
in Appellant brief, that he claims to have 
read. 
12. Shaughnessy statement 
Respondent Brief page 25, line 3. "Medical 
Causation" consisted of 10 pages of complaints 
on the severity of his pain, the production of 
which related to his inability to function. 
In the course of this, Appellant agrees that 
he had totally disabling arthritis and such was 
found by SSI. 
RECORD SHOWS: 
The award by Social Security was more than one 
year after the fact of the accident. The 
Hearing was held after date of accident. Mr. 
Shaughnessy still is desperately reaching out 
to grab something that does not exist. Medical 
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records of resultant affect of the accident do 
not apply to the medical condition of Appellant 
before this accident happened. X-rays of 
January 16th cleared Appellant of neck 
responsibility when reviewed by Dr. Van Hook 
a Neurosurgeon. (See summary.) Arthritis is 
still under investigation as to credibility by 
the University of Utah Hospital PAIN Center 
today. (September 20, 1989) Lower Back and 
spinal pain is being treated. The stress, 
strain and overexertion of the mental tolerance 
of the appellant left with residual after 
effects since head pain left in November 1988. 
13. Shaughnessy statement 
Respondent brief page 26, line 10. 
"Appellant finally recites benefits he believes 
he is entitled to under Section 34-35-6 dealing 
with unfair employment practices. Such matters 
are totally out of the sphere of workers 
compensation." 
RECORD SHOWS: 
Appellant spent time in the Workers 
Compensation of the Industrial Commission, and 
also by alleged legal counsel that I had to 
file these claims through the Industrial 
Commission. I have witnesses to special trips 
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made to Salt Lake For clarification on all 
these issues which have been presented from the 
beginning I have presented this in my brief and 
will take action as necessary if opposing legal 
counsel is set on eliminating my rights he has 
so eloquently insisted he would insure. 
Because I forfeit my industrial accident case 
if I entered any other court I had to pursue 
all answers from the High Court of Appeals on 
all issues of this case discrimination and 
disabling industrial accident. 
14. Shaughnessy statement 
Respondent brief page 26, line 12 from bottom. 
"I reviewed in detail the submitted addendum 
numbered 1-25. All of the addenda are already 
in the record on appeal dealing with any aspect 
of the compensation claim. Several deal with 
the EEOC and the Anti-discrimination Division. 
Some of these are in the file but none have any 
application or relevancy to workers 
compensation. 
RECORD SHOWS: 
Mr. Shaughnessy's brief contains flagrant 
statements contradictory to Appellant brief and 
the addendum's he claims to understand as 
demonstrated in this reply brief. These 
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addendums should demonstrate to Mr. Shaughnessy 
that they prove his statements to be false 
misrepresentations of perjury, and he should 
realize they document his false statements in 
his brief. 
15. Shaughnessy statement 
Respondent brief page 27 
Line 3 - "Hercules has continued to receive 
claims of mistreatment, harassment, bad faith, 
etc. , by the respondent but has never responded 
in kind." Line 5 - "Respondent has never 
terminated Appellant." Line 6 - "Appellant is 
drawing long term disability form the insurance 
carrier for Hercules." Line 7 - "Upon passing 
a physical examination, Appellant could be 
rehi red through Social Security Disability 
indicating total disability would prevent his 
return." (Underscoring mine.) If I was not 
laid off, why would I have to be rehired? 
I ASK MR. SHAUGHNESSY TO ANSWER TO THE COURT 
WITH PROOF OF THE ABOVE STATEMENTS! NOTHING 
COULD BE FARTHER FROM THE TRUTH THAN THESE 
FLAGRANT CLAIMS. 
Appellant terminated on April 30, 1987, per 
Brief Addendum 12. Termination entry 4-30-87. 
Appellant is drawing long term disability. 
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Show me cancelled checks, the checks stopped 
in July 1988 when SSI started. 
Upon passing a physical exam, Appellant could 
be rehired. If never terminated why would 
Appellant need to be rehired?! 
The High Court of Appeals should not allow this 
Respondent Brief to be left unaccountable to 
the flagrant statements made in light of Mr. 
Shaughnessy's claim to understand the 
Addendums. 
C. ALJ in Lower Court did not refer to the X-ray evidence in 
context of before and after the Industrial accident on March 
12, 1987. Dr. Feyereyisn is a doctor of Internal medicine and 
did not have X-rays to look at or the expertise of a 
neurosurgeon or radiologist to concur with. X-ray diagnosis 
by radiologist and neurosurgeon was clearly negative and of 
no significance! These specialist reviewed X-ray's both 
before and after March 12, 1987 Industrial accident. The 
Appellant is baffled that the lower court would ignore the 
most expert medical specialists diagnosis of the asserted 
study of meticulously studying X-rays searching for the least 
little abnormality of Appellant's spinal column which was done 
by all of the following doctors: 
Radiology: Dr. Sonne and Dr. Fuentes 
Neurosurgeon: Dr. Van Hook 
The final last report with this set of doctors was 
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as follows: Demonstrating Stress and Not Spinal! 
Addendum 16 of Appellant Brief 
Neurosurgeon report for May 30, 1987. 
"Neurologically I find no evidence of disturbance 
and nothing specific to advise. An MRI would give 
a good answer, but I have no finding's to justify 
such a study." 
The psychiatrist for SSI determination Addendum 1 
of Appellant Brief: 
OHA PSYCHIATRIC REVIEW TECHNIQUE FORM 
Affective Disorders are present. 
Absent is Schizophrenic, Paranoid and other 
Psychotic disorders. 
Psychiatrist Dr. Imus from Ogden Clinic: Addendum 
1 of appellant brief page 3. "The claimant has also 
been evaluated by Dr. Imus, a psychiatrist. This 
doctor is of the opinion that the claimant suffers 
from a systhymic disorder and a psychosomatic 
musculoskeletal disorder." Addendum 16 of Appellant 
brief. Psychiatrist Dr. Imus entry for April 11, 
1987 one month after Industrial accident of March 
12, 1987. "Was seen by Dr. Imus who concurred and 
noted marked relief under hypnosis." 
D. High Court of Appeals to rule on all issues brought up in this 
Industrial accident case. 
1. Industrial injury accident which happened at a specific 
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time, place, and event clearly documented and conclusive 
that it was caused by stress on the job. 
a. This accident happened on the job in management's 
office on March 12, 1987, at a 1:30 p.m. meeting (TR 
P12 L1-6) (Addendum 13 Appellant Brief page two 
paragraph 2). 
b. Pain experience shown on page 14 of Appellant Brief. 
c. Strain my cause accidental injury compensable, where 
happening suddenly and at definite time and place. 
(Addendum 18 under 3. Master and servant of 
Appellant brief.) Stress, strain and over-exertion 
is no less disabling when it is the mind and the 
brain of an individual as it is in the muscles and 
bones causing injury. The brain and head renders 
complete disability of both mental and physical. 
(Addendum 17 of Appellant brief.) 
d. Medical concurrence of stress on the job. See under 
Issues A and C. 
2. Discrimination and unfair labor practice to demote and 
put Appellant in a job he could not do, and then to 
refuse necessary training, and give a low evaluation 
because Appellant could not do this job to the 
respondent's specifications. Section 34-35-6 
Discriminatory or unfair employment practices. This 
section is clear that Hercules violated this law when 
they demoted Appellant and put him in a job he was not 
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qualified to do. All salary, overtime compensation, 
disability benefit calculations and lay-off action is and 
was done illegal by Utah law. (Appellant brief, page 8.) 
3. Compensation deficiency in light of the addendums in 
Appellant brief must be made up by respondents for the 
three final years of employment before lay-off on 
April 30, 1987. 
a. Compensation deficiency includes lost overtime to 
match highest total overtime worked by any other 
employee in group under the same management. 
(Addendum 2 Appellant brief page 1, bottom) "You 
always worked the least amount of overtime." 
Hercules Procedure and Policy to demote and lay-off 
by giving a low evaluation. (Addendum 9 of 
Appellant brief.) Appellant Memo ignored/refused 
to receive and "Excellent" rating on evaluation. 
(Addendum 7 of Appellant brief.) 
b. Compensation deficiency includes lost pay to match 
highest pay of any other employee in group, under 
the same management. (Addendum 2, page 2 under Wage 
Reduction " . . . your wage reduction was the direct 
result of your demotion." All action illegal per 
34-35-6. 
4. Compensation for lost quality of life that prohibits 
the Applicant from participation in activities 
accustomed to doing, and preventing this normal role 
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for father, husband, and provider for a family of 
eight. (Addendum 1 of Appellant brief) Awarded 
total disability from SSI in July 1988. (Addendum 
17 of Appellant brief) Clearly list's quality of 
life lost. 
Compensation for the injury caused after initial 
accident of March 12, 1987 which has caused the 
disability to continue in Appellant's lower back and 
hip, although the stress head excruciating pain was 
exercised out and overcome in November 1988. 
Appellant has just completed a 3 week pain clinic 
at the University of Utah Medical Center Hospital 
for lower back and hip chronic pain. Knotted 
muscles were injected and disability continues. 
Restoration of disability compensation checks that 
were discontinued in July 1988 when SSI disability 
was awarded. Appellant has not received any 
compensation from the Long Term Disability policy 
since July 1988! 
High Court of Appeals must not allow the Long Term 
disability policy of employer to collect a refund 
of benefits paid to Appellant. The Appellant has 
been asked to refund over fourteen thousand dollars 
of disability benefits paid by John Hancock to 
Appellant during course of disability, and stopped 
checks in July 1988. (TR P56 L13-16) Even 
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Shaughnessy stated pay back was not true. "No, 
that's not true." 
8. Constitutionality of former employer procedures and 
policy to demote and lay-off employee's by virtue 
of giving a low annual evaluation review. Appellant 
feel's High Court of Appeals need's to look at this 
from a constitutional point of view with the bill 
of rights, and Utah Code. 
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CONCLUSION 
The Appellant cannot add any more conclusive and concise 
document than the Brief that was submitted to the High Court of 
Appeals. I desire that document to be the asserted demonstration 
of integrity, honesty, and truth presented by the Appellant. I 
Qou/Ct 
will inquire of the High &GOU£- of Appeals for the disciplinary 
action that was taken against Mr. Shaughnessy and the defendants 
CofljiAftdtCTlo/V fo 
for their Addendum's of the Appellant Brief and also as noted in 
this reply brief. 
It is the strong opinion of the Appellant that the ALJ and the 
lower court is so set on preventing stress breakdowns on the job 
being classified as an Industrial Accident that the clear unbias 
evidence provided cannot be acknowledged or referred to in the 
Lower Court decisions. The evidence is documented clearly by 
medical experts and the High Court of Appeals must accept the Brief 
and addendums of Appellant over verbal hearsay. 
Actual Facts: 
1. Dr. Feyereyisn a doctor of internal medicine diagnosed 
a neck strain without the benefit of X-rays. The 
Appellant only seen Dr. Feyereyisn once. 
2. X-rays were taken January 16, 1986, four months after 
Appellant saw Dr. Feyereyisn. Dr. Van Hook, a 
peurggurqegn, cleared any prQfrlQms with th9 P9CK and 
spine. This was done as part of a complete physical 
examination by Dr. Blanch. 
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On March 12, 1987 a stress breakdown occurred which 
immediately destroyed Appellant's former lifestyle, 
mental and physical capabilities. (See A and C under 
Issues.) 
After the accident on the job occurred on March 12, 1987, 
there were incidents of severe thrashing of Appellant's 
body around in excruciating pain, while ice packs were 
prepared. Four incidents of falling unconscious were 
experienced. New different pain was now experienced by 
Appellant in neck and back. (TR P24 L13-25) (TR P25) 
New X-rays were taken on March 30, 1987 and found to be 
different when compared with the January 16, 1986 X-rays. 
Stress induced excruciating head pain in the sensation 
of burning fire was overcome by Appellant in November of 
1988. This pain was worked out by strenuous exercise and 
has never returned. The results of this stress breakdown 
has been limited concentration spans, conversation blanks 
of forgetfulness, low tolerance for noise and confusion. 
(Appellant Brief Addendum 17) 
All medical records of treatment are actually after the 
date of March 12, 1987 accident. Social Security award 
of disability was 16 months after the accident. All 
these reports were based on medical records of treatment 
after the accident. 
The lower court and the respondents have tried to confuse 
the clear facts of this case by using the medical records 
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after March 12, 1987 Industrial accident to falsely 
direct the Appellant September 1985 accident as the cause 
of all problems. 
9. The Appellant understands the Lower Court's hesitancy to 
allow this Industrial Accident to become law, inspite of 
the documented proof because of Big Corporation Power. 
FACTS: 
a. No previous medical condition closely documented. 
b. No time off work prior to accident anyway associated 
to accident. 
c. No gainful employment after accident. 
d. Happened specific time, place, event. 
1) Meeting 1:30 p.m. March 12, 1987. 
2) Management office on the job. 
3) Appellant suffered stress, strain and over-
exertion beyond his physical and mental 
capacity to withstand, resulting in SSI 
awarding total disability 16 months later. 
(See A under Issues.) 
The applicant/appellant has medical proof of this whole case 
as presented in Brief. I believe all this follow on paper work to 
be only a means for the defendants/respondents to further perjure 
themselves and their integrity. I stand on my Appellant brief with 
addendums that assure truth in spite of the blasphemy of 
respondents. If stress, strain, and over-exertion of the physical 
capabilities of the physical muscles and bon$g pan pau?$
 a n 
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Industrial accident, why is stress, strain, and over-exertion of 
the mental capabilities not recognized as an Industrial Accident? 
I submit that there is prejudice displayed on which body parts are 
included in an Industrial Accident, which is not consistent with 
reason and rationalism of logic. 
Respectfully submitted by Appellant. 
-31-
CERTIFICATE OF DELIVERY 
I hereby certify that I hand delivered a true and correct copy 
the above "Reply Brief" to: 
COURT OF APPEALS 
Salt Lake City, Utah 
INDUSTRIAL COMMISSION OF UTAH 
160 East 300 South 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84145-0580 
HERCULES, INCORPORATED 
Robert Shaughnessy, Atty. 
1800 S. West Temple 
Suite 407 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84115 
CIGNA waived their copy requirement on Brief. 
DATED th is S~ day of Jj^ , 1989. 
Witnessed by 
-32-
